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IN 1966, A STUDY WAS MADE OF THE EVALUATION oF TEACHERS
BY THEIR PRINCIFALS. THERE WAS AN 80 FERCENT RESFCONSE TO THE
RANDOM SAMFLE OF 336 NEW YORK STATE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
FRINCIFALS. SCHOOL SIZE MADE SUFERVISION AND EVALUATION
DIFFICULT, ESFECIALLY SINCE MANY FRINCIFALS HAD NO
ADMINISTRATIVE HELF. TWO-THIRDS OF THE SCHOCL DISTRICTS
FPROVICED FRINCIFALS WITH "RATING FORMS" AS THE BASIC TOOLS OF
EVALUATION. ANALYSIS CfF THESE FORMS REVEALED INFORMATICN
ABOUT THE INITIAL MANNER CF EVALUATION AND THE FRCBABLE USE
CF THESE EVALUATIONS. FORMS WHICH THE TEACHERS SAW AND SIGNED
HAD CLEAR CESCRIFTIVE STATEMENTS ABOUT THE TEACHERS, AND
FORMS WHICH CONTAINED NO PROVISION FOR TEACHER'S SIGNATURE
HAD A LIST oF SINGLE WIRDS CR FHRASES WHICH TENDED TO CREATE
A."HALO EFFECT."” FRINCIFALS FELT THEIR TEACHERS WERE AWARE OF
SCHOOL DISTRICT FROCEDURES AND STANDARDS CF SUFERVISION AND
EVALUATION. LESS THAN HALF THE FRINCIFALS NOTIFIED TEACHERS
OF IMPENDING SUFERVISORY VISITS. MOST HELD A CONFERENCE WITH
THE TEACHERS AFTER OBSERVATICN, AND ALMOST ALL CARRIED CUT
INFORMAL SUFERVISION. RECOMMENDATIONS INCLUDE (1) REDUCTICN
OF SUPERVISOR-TEACHER RATIO, (2) CONFERENCE AFTER
OBSERVATION, (3) AVAILABILITY TO TEACHERS OF THE FRINCIFAL'S
WRITTEN REFORT, (4) JOINT SUFERVISOR-TEACHER CEVELCFMENT COF
STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES CF SUPERVISICN AND EVALUATION, (5)
FRINCIFAL'S CONSULTATION WITH SENIOR TEACHERS REGARDING
REAPFOINTMENT, AND (6) FERICDICAL REVIEW AND REVISICN CF THE
STANDARDS AND FROCECURES. (CC)
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The principel is ths instructional lesder of his school, His role in the -
evnluation of teschers is a vehiele vhich engbles hin to exevrcise thls leadership.
e Judgments he makes concerning the effectiveness of each teacher contribules

toward thel teacher's professicnel growth, Bub if his Judgments sre wnsound

.

they can also rsduce & teacher's effectiveness az & gulds to learning, IDvexy
yrineips) holds in hig hands the career of a slgnificant nymber of teachers.
Hopefuliy, yrincimi.s evercise wise Judgments and view thely role as one of

helping their teschers do o beitler Jjob with students,
In Jate f211 of 1686 the authors conductzd z sbtudy of this important aspect
of asministration, A rendom zasple of 336 elemenbary schocols scabbtered across

Newr York Stebe were sslcchbed. These schools weore located in the largest cities

of the state, small cities, central schools in rural sreag, suburban schools,

schools noted for their innovabiona in education and schoolz still blissivily
unaware of currant events in the world of educatlon, Two hundred and sixty-geven
elenentary vrincipals regponded to cur questions relating to thelr supervisory
practices, This mmesents a5 80 per cent yeturn end justi:ﬁ'ies the uga of these

daia to suoport sone genevelizatlons concerning ewrrent practices in the eleuen-

'~b
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$ary schools of New Fork Siate,
The gize of ths chcs::ls vayticivating in thiz study sre much larger than

was expected in thabt oaly 3 per cent hnd an. nyollnent between 200 and k0O rupils.

Trenby-cight per cend wers bebween 400-600 Tupile, %0 par cent nad 600-800 students

and '33 per cent bad envollmente of over 800 siudenta. There appears to be & trend
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woward ever bigger elomsatexy schools. It would seen that elomentsry schools

ara Jarger than the generally recommended size. The sheer size of the adminise ,

rator's supervisory role sppears o be wnwieldy. Unfortunstely, the burdens

of sdninistratlon are not being shared in that 76 per cent of the responding
principals c.o not have any a&fniniétmtive help, More then half of the principals
reported that they alone are responsible for the evaluation of 30-50 teachers
and 13 per cend Ffor more than 50 teschers. These responsibilities for evaluaw-
tion ond supervision of ths ﬁcreasiug muzbers ol teachers con only lead to
superficial haelp from the principal. |

This problen is fuwther highlizhted when one eemines the ratio of teachers
to auperﬁ.s'or. Tairty per cont have & ratio of 1-20 or less 3 30 per cent 1-303
19 per cent 1~L0; 15 per ceat 1-50; and G yor ceat 1 to more than 50 tea..chers.

It is lnconceivable thab e prineipal ean efTechively supsrvise and evnluabe,
with any regularity, nunbers such as our prinsipals reported they were required
to help,

Tro=thirds of the school districets yrovide principsls with written procedures
and standards to assisy with the task of ewaluation of teacherg. The tools of
evaluation conslst basleally of "Rating Foyms” where the evaluator checks or
wrltes commentg sboud various aspschbs of teaching., An znalysis of these forms
yeveals interesting similarities and striking differences,

Analyses of these forms shoved several disbtinctive chavacberistics which
fell into two broad catesovies, One of these categordes related fo the nanner
in waich the evalustion vas initielly carried owb. The other relabed %o the
probable vse to viich this evalvation would be pub, Mauy of the forms wers made
vp of lists of single wowds or rhrases which gought to characterize distin=
guishing traits of feschers. Some of the forms were composed of more elatorately
delinested degeriptive statements. In each of these cases the word, phrase, or

statenent was set on g rsiing scele of from three to flve adjectives aadfor
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nbers. A few of the evalustion forms were bulls zround = small nonber of

‘ necixded statementss These stalements were followed by large blank syaces
ope _ %

Yo invite the raber to yeact to the open-ended siatement and the situstion in

vhilch the teacher was being evaluated., Some of the forms contained no provision
for the person being evaluated 1o ses and sign the rading form, others ata,

Zhils latier provision zave & clear indication eoncerning the use or follow up
Pfor one type of evaluation from which may or woy not have followed the use of
the other,

The antire collecticn of rsting forms were svalyzed in terms of these
ch&meteri:s%:ies. IL wes found that the evaluation forms vwhich teachers sizued
tended to be constructed in such a way that they would sexrve 83 & focusing
vehicle in a conference bebween the person doing the evaluabion and the person
evaluzted, iﬁ was 8lgo found that the forms thab were not signed by the teacher
rabed tended to contribube toward thalt classic error of messurement thab plazues
rating scales and is known as the “halo effect,”

A study of the tables and an spplicstion of gome basic principles con-
cerning the velidlity, relizbillity and uhility of measuvring instruments polnts up
gome interesting éistinctiong. betieen the evaluztion forns that are signed and
those thel are not signed by the {sacher rated. The forms that are signed by

the teacher tend to contaln fower liems, and are were likely to be open-ended
?

or built on e eriteria that ls dellneated by 2 descriptive statement. Forms

that are not signed tend to be made up of & criteris that is delineated by &
deeze mmber of single words or phrases. The single word or phrase generally
allows for & wider varielty of Individual interpretation than the descripiive

gtatement and the tedium of long lishs coupled with this tendency toward indivie

dual interpretation encourszes & "alo effect.” The instrument then becomes e

4

vehicle for psewdo objectivily behind which thz rater can place his initial

bizgses concerning the fteacher and the Janstrument lends itself to the possibility
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of beling used with little regard for the actual situation being obgerved., The

sigmed rating forms by the very provision for the teacher to see and sign the

. instrument insures @ graater oppertunity to uge the instrument as & vehicle o

facilitate compumication between teacher end administrator. ILittle wonder ’.
therefore that they tend to provide for greater clarity of meaning for ltems in
8 criteria for Jjudging teachers and teaching or tend 1o be cenbered sround s few
open~ended statements to focus the &cﬁninigbrators‘ Judaments concerning the
teacher's effectivensse in the situation being cbmerved,

'Chaz'actaristics of items on rating foyms thatb were signed and not

gigned by the teacher rated¥®
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Single Word Descripbiva Cpen~ended Total Number

or Paranse tatement Statenent of
Itens Ttens Iteng Rating Scales
No. % No. % o, % Ho. %

No formsl provision :
for teacher to sign 33 38 9 10 0 212 52 60
rating form |

Formal provision for . .
Teacher t0 gee and 15 19 5 6 i3 15 3 4o
* X‘?' 4 7.#2) 5.99 = P .05 at £ degrees of fresdom
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Comparstive 1engt§1 of various kinds of rating forms that were
signed and not signed by the teacher rated

Single Word Descripbive Open-ended

or Farase Staterent Statement
Itens - Ttems Ttens

No formel provision Q2 35 Q3 30 Q 9.
for teacher to sign Mi 2k M3i 18 I\g. 7
roting form Q1 13 Qr 1 Q 5
Formal provigion for Q3 35 Q3 21 Q3 o

. teacher to see and Mid 19 M 13 ¥d b
sign rabing form g 15 a1, 6 Q 3
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Principals fesl their teachers are clearly sware of the school district's'
procaedures and gtandsrds of supervision and evaluntion. Seventy per cenéviﬁaica»
ted that the teachers are aware of the standards. Only 13 per cent said the
teachers did not know the basis of how their work is evaluated, vhile 15 per cent
| Indicated that they 4id not know if the teachers were aware of the digtrict
policies. There is some guestion as to the possibillity that the principal ls
assuning an awsreness for a generous number of hig teachers concaerning the way
their work will be evelunted, After several years of contact with teachers taking
gra&uaﬁp coursas, the suthors have found few vho were aware of how thely work was
evalvated, It would seem that this question could be elarifieéd througn additional
yesearch,

Yess than half (41 per cent) of the principsls zive prior notice of an
irpending supervisory vislt. Fifty per cent elther do not give grior notice or
do 50 upon occasian. Thils procedure has elways been debaladble. Many preincipals
feel that notice will produce a "canned" lesson end doss not reflect the day %o
day activiiies of the normal classroon, A.teaeher once confessed to one of tie
suthors thab she instructed her students in the following procedure to be employed
whenever & visitor errived, .Visitors like %o see all children.participating in
clzsg discussion, Al hands sheould be raised vhenever a question is asked.
Students should ralse thelr »ight hand if they know the answer o the question;
thelr left band if they do not. The teacher promised the class she would call
only on students whose right haend was reised. She said it worked beautifully
end no supervisor ever was wise to the scheme, All were duly lmpressed by the
enthusiasm of the class and how well prepered her stwdents were in the subject,

Incidepts such as the one illustrabed, real or imagined, may well be st the
root of the principal's reascning regarding anvounced supervisory visits. Bub the

 deception itself slso points oub the futility of "snoopervision” end the need for
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greater professional competence on the part of the supervisor. It is also frue

that teachers will soon be demanding 2nd winning the right %o greater participa-

tion in educational em:eryrises and this may well entitie them %o know when they

will be visited and evalusbed,

Prineipals tend to vislt probzilionary teéchers more often than tenure
teachers, although 1T per cent cbserve all teachers in the same menver. Fiftye
six per cent of the probatiomary teachers are observed at least once a month
congarad with 29 per cent of the teachers with tenure.

The time spent in teacher observation varles from under ten minutes to all
rorning or all afterncon with 60 por cent of the principals dbserving'teachérs
from twenty to forty miaubes., Twelve per cent spend from ten to twenty minutes
gnd 12 per cent from fordy-flve to ninety minutes.

Formal observaiion is normally followed wp with & conference betwean the
principal and the teacher. Ninsty-nine per ceat of cur sample held a conference,
Sixby-two pexr cend of the principals provide a writbten reporbd; however, 58 per |
cent show or give a copy of the report to the teachsr.¥ This ig generally con=-
celved that good supervision should aliays be followed with a conference and thet
the purposé of this conference should be the.improvement of instruction,

Informal Survervision

In addition to formal observetion, principals consider other factors i
eveluating teachers, Ve have no doubt that these factors are slmost ag important
ag formal observation to the principal. Ninelby-seven per cen£ of the principals
stated that they observe teachers during roﬁtine rounds of the building.‘ Forty-
three per cent cited bus duty; 60 per cent, playground duty; 50 per cent,

cafeteris duty; end 69 per cent, while the teacher is moving the ¢lass from one

¥Thie figuve differs from the 40 per cent of the rating forms that provide for the
teacher's signature and may show a trend in local opflion.
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teaching situatbion to -;:hother within the building, Surprisingly, 2 per cent use
the school intercom for supervision. OCnly e few teachers invite principals to "
visit their ciﬂ.aséféom. Perheps this is an ares for improvement. The prif;eipals
would like teachers to invite them to séea their class in action, but our sample’
disclosed that only 2 per cent of the principals stated that theii' stoff members
invited them to their classroous.

Perhaps one reason for this unhf;.gpy situation is that teachers by and |
large view evalustion as on administrative perogative and not as & Joint effor.l:.
Cooperating principals were asked if they involved senior or mature teachers in
decisions regarding t;zz,e_ reappointment of teachers, _Only 12 per cent of the
principals indicated that they utilize this type of consultation. By a.n& Jarge
prineipals indicate that they are setisfied with their procedures in this area.
Only '19 per cent said that they were not pleased with their methods of evaluation
and principals believe teachers are comﬁ.acent sbout how their work is evaluated,
Only 8 per cent thought thelr teachers were not in accord with the district plans

for evaluasting teacher effectlveness,

Conclusions end Recormendations
As tezachers become éo::e ar;d ever more militant end demsnding this axea of
their vitel concern will assume major proportions in education, The profession
needs to prepare for this day, It is believed thai the following will help:
1. %he ratio of sup;%rvisors to teachers should be reduced, Today the
average principal is e}:;gected to supervise between 30 and 50 teachers.
I? thig vas all we expee‘seci of a prin.cipal in our Judgment it

would ba excessive. Tt is recormended that the ratio be reduced to

enable the yrincivel to engage in effective supervision,
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Coservabion should always be followed by & conference directed toward ’
irprovenent of the taacherts érofession&l conmpetence,

Tuere should be & written report and the teacher should glways

receive and have an opportunity to react to this repcrti‘ ‘
Standards and procedures for supervision should be developed jointly
by adminlstrators and temchers, In far too many cases these
instrwments and procedures are the sole product of the sdministrators
nind without teacher involvemant,

Principels should consuli with senior teachers regarding reappointment,

The old days of the principal with hils teachers teaching inm his school

is being replaced by the principal ard the teschers working together in
their school,

Jointly agreed upon standards gnd procedures for evaluation should be
publisghed and availsblie to teachers and where necessary explained to
them. This shoudd be added to the orientation program for new stafd -
and periodically for the old staff. Host irportantly procedures should

be revieved and revised periodicelly - with teacher yarticipation.
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